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MORGANI TE, | NCORPORATED,
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and
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capacity; MON VONKCHALEE, individually and in
his official capacity; DAVID COOPER, indi-
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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. W Earl Britt, Senior
District Judge. (CA-99-309-5-BR2)




Subm tted: WMy 31, 2001 Deci ded: July 30, 2001

Before WLKINS, MOTZ, and GREGORY, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

James H. Locus, Jr., LOCUS LAWFIRM Fayetteville, North Carolina,
for Appellant. G egory P. MQuire, Sarah H Roane, HAYNSWORTH,
BALDW N, JOHNSON & GREAVES, L.L.C., Raleigh, North Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

James Morgan G bbs, Jr., filed suit against his Enployer,
Morganite, Inc. (“Mdrganite”), alleging discrimnationonthe basis
of race and/or national origin and disability, in violation of
Title VI1 of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, the Cvil Rights Act of
1866, 42 U.S.C. A § 1981 (West Supp. 2000), and the Anerican with
Disabilities Act (“ADA"). He now appeals the district court’s
order granting summary judgnment to Morganite, granting Morganite’'s
notion to strike, denying G bbs’ notion to anend, and di sm ssing
t he action.

This Court reviews a grant of summary judgnent de novo.

Higgins v. E. 1. DuPont de Nenmours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th

Cir. 1988). Summary judgnent is appropriate only if there are no
material facts in dispute and the noving party is entitled to judg-

ment as a matter of law. Fed. R GCv. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp. v.

Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322 (1986). This Court nust view the evi-
dence in the light nost favorable to the non-noving party.

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U. S. 242, 255 (1986).

We have reviewed the parties’ briefs and the materials sub-
mtted in the joint appendices, and fully considered the argunents
rai sed on appeal . W find that the district court’s opinion is
t horough and wel |l -reasoned. W therefore affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. See G bbs v. Mrganite, Inc., No. CA-99-

309-5-BR2 (EED.N.C. Cct. 6, 2000) (J.A at 68-103). W dispense



with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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